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SCC BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

The Planning Rule provides guidance on the development or revision of Forest Plans, breaking up the 

process into three components; the assessment, plan development/revision and monitoring (USDA 

2012). It also discusses the pre-decisional review process. One required element within the Planning 

Rule is the identification of species of conservation concern (SCC); direction for SCC are included within 

each plan component.  

The Forest also reached out to solicited species of conservation concern specific input from the public 
during 10 public meetings; 8 in September and 2 in November 2016. Meetings were held in Price, Castle 
Dale, Moab, Monticello, Blanding, Manti, Mt. Pleasant and Provo, Utah with a total of 242 people in 
attendance. The public was invited to submit their input at the meetings, online, or via email. Comments 
were reviewed and incorporated in updated species reports and recommendations to the Regional 
Forester.  
 

Laws, Regulations and Policy 
On April 9th 2012, in keeping with the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, 

the 2012 Planning Rule [36 CFR 219] was published. The Planning Rule provides guidance on the 

development or revision of Forest Plans, breaking up the process into three components; the 

assessment, plan development/revision and monitoring (USDA 2012). It also discusses the pre-decisional 

review process. One required element within the Planning Rule is the identification of species of 

conservation concern (SCC); direction for SCC are included within each plan component (Table 1). 

Additional guidance and direction on SCC is found in the Forest Service Manual (FSM) 1900, Chapter 20 

(USFS 2015b) and the Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.12 (USFS 2015a).  

The 2012 Planning Rule [§219.7(c)] and the FSM 1921.01 state that “The regional forester shall identify 

the species of conservation for the plan are in coordination with the responsible official” (USDA 2012, 

USFS 2015b). SCC species are defined as, “…a species other than federally recognized threatened, 

endangered, proposed or candidate species, that is known to occur in the plan area and for which the 

regional forester has determined that the best available scientific information indicates substantial 

concern about the species’ capacity to persist over the long-term in the plan area” [§219.9(c)].  

Table 1. 2012 Planning Rule (36 CFR 219) SCC components. 

Assessment §219.6(b)(5) Content of the assessment 

New plan development or 
plan revision 

§219.7(c)(3) Process for plan development or Revision (decisional 
authority) 

New plan development or 
plan revision 

§219.9(b)(1) Diversity of plant and animal communities - 
Additional, species-specific plan components 

New plan development or 
plan revision 

§219.9(b)(2) Diversity of plant and animal communities - 
Additional, species-specific plan components 

New plan development or 
plan revision 

§219.9(c) Diversity of plant and animal communities – species 
of conservation concern (definition) 

Monitoring §219.12(a)(5)(iv) Plan monitoring program (tie to ecological condition) 

Pre-decisional Review §219.56(e)(2) Objection time periods and process 
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Best Available Scientific Information 
The 2012 Planning Rule [§219.3] describes best available scientific information as scientific information 

that is, “…the most accurate, reliable and relevant to the issues being considered.” (Appendix A)  In 

keeping, the Forest Service Handbook (1909.12) zero code states that in order to meet the criteria of 

BASI information must be accurate, reliable and relevant. Scientific information that has been peer 

reviewed is often accepted to be the accurate, reliable and relevant. When available, BASI was used to 

inform the species reviews.  

In completing their species review, the Forest’s specialists use of BASI included scientific information 
from research, technologies, and results of inventory, monitoring. Best available science can vary based 
on what research has been conducted and whose findings are available. When relevant BASI was not 
available, other knowledge sources were utilized including personal communications with recognized 
professionals and specimen records in addition to their own professional knowledge.  

BASI was documented in the ‘Literature Cited’ section of each individual species’ review template. For 

the purpose of this Report, all species reviews and their literature cited are being compiled.  All versions 

of the species reviews can be found at: O:\NFS\MantiLaSal\Project\SO\1920ForestPlanRevision\2012 

Rule_Forest Plan Revision\SCC\Species Reviews 

Adjoining National Forests 
FSH 1900.12, Chapter 10, 12.52(d)(3d) states that SCC species on adjoining National Forests (including 

plan areas across regional boundaries) should be considered. In keeping with the FSH and supporting 

Regional guidance, the MLNF reviewed the SCC lists of “adjoining National Forest plan areas (including 

areas across regional boundaries)”. 

The MLNF is part of a ‘green corridor’ comprise of the MLNF and three other National Forests, the 

Ashley NF, the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache NF, and the Fishlake NF. For the sole purpose of our potential SCC 

species reviews, we considered all four Forests as ‘adjoining’. When available, we reviewed the potential 

SCC lists for the four other National Forests, focusing on species identified as ‘Must’ or ‘Should’ be 

considered by the RO in the MLNF initial potential SCC lists. Additionally, when available, we reviewed 

the respective Forest’s completed potential SCC species templates. The RO was still working on 

developing initial potential SCC lists for all of the Forests in Region 4 at the time of the review and these 

lists and completed templates were only available for the Ashley NF. For the remaining Forests, we 

reviewed the existing Regional ‘sensitive species’ list.  

In some cases, even if it occurs on both Forests, different National Forests may not identify the same 

species as one of their potential SCCs. One example of why this might occur is if one Forest has limited 

suitable habitat and multiple ‘threats’ that are impacting the species’ “long term capability to persist”, 

whereas another Forest may have abundant suitable habitat and fewer ‘threats’ impacting that species. 

The first Forest would include that species as a potential SCC per the 2012 Planning Rule. However, the 

second Forests’ natural resourced specialists may not identify that species’ “long term capability to 

persist” as a concern on their Forest resulting in that Forest not including the species on their potential 

SCC list.  
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State and Federally Recognized Tribes T&E and High Priority Species 
FSH 1900.12, Chapter 10, 12.52(d)(3b-c) states that species listed as “Threatened and Endangered” by 

the state or a federally recognized tribe as well as species identified as a “high priority for conservation” 

by the federal or state government or a federally recognized tribe, should also be considered. In keeping 

with this guidance and BASI, both the Colorado and Utah Wildlife Action Plans were included in the 

species reviews, as was available information from the Colorado or State Natural Heritage Programs. 

The Navajo Nation overlaps portions of Utah and as such, their “Threatened and Endangered Species 

List” was also consulted. Efforts were made to secure species status lists from other Tribes, but were 

unsuccessful.  

Communication with the Regional Office (R4)  
Between February 2016 and March 2017, the Manti-La Sal National Forest worked with the Regional 4, 

Regional Office (Ogden, UT) to review potential species of conservation concern and provide 

recommendations to the Regional Forester. The Forest has been in communication with the Regional 

Office (RO) throughout the entire process. A summary of key communications can be found in Appendix 

B.   

Potential SCC Review Process and Criteria 

Potential SCC Review Process - Overview 
The 2012 Planning Rule (36 CFR 219.7(c)(3)) states that, “The Regional Forester shall identify the species 

of conservation concern for the plan area” (DOA 2012). The FSM 1921.01(2015) states that the Regional 

Forester will, “Identify, in coordination with Responsible Official, the species of conservation concern….” 

In keeping with these directives, resource specialists on the Manti-La Sal National Forest (MLNF) have 

been working closely with resource specialists from the Intermountain Regional Office (RO) to develop a 

potential list of SCC for the MLNF. Once the Regional Forester makes a final determination for this list of 

potential SCC species, it will be sent out for public review and comment. Once public comments are 

reviewed, the Regional Forester, in coordination with MLNF will develop the MLNF’s SCC List for the 

Forest’s current Forest Plan Revision effort. An SCC Procedural Flowchart detailing the iterative review 

process taken by the Forest can be found in Appendix C.  

This coordinated evaluation effort resulted in a two-phase filter process for all species known to occur 

on the MLNF. Phase-1 of the filter process was a coarse-filter that was implemented by the RO resource 

specialists in early 2016. Criteria outlined in the FSH 1909.12 (10)(12.52)(d) was used to evaluate each 

species to determine if they qualified as either “must” or “should” be considered as a potential SCC (RO 

2016). Species were broken into two preliminary potential SCC lists; a plant species list and a non-plant 

species list. All species qualifying as “must” or “should” consider were clearly identified. These lists were 

then sent to the Forest for Phase-2 of the evaluation process.  

Phase-2, the fine-filter process, was completed between May and early June 2016 for both preliminary 

potential SCC lists. Using criteria outlined in FSH 1909.12 (10)(12.52c-12.55), MLNF Forest Plan Revision 

interdisciplinary team (IDT) specialists completed in-depth reviews of all species identified as “must” or 

“should” consider. The IDT specialists also utilized WO (WO 2016) and RO (RO 2016) SCC guidance 

documents, as well as lessons learned from early and mid-adopter Forests undergoing forest plan 

revision. Additionally, the IDT specialists studied both species lists in their entirety in an effort to ensure 

no species that should have been identified for consideration were missed. A directive based SCC 
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Criteria Flowchart outlining the criteria used to guide the review of “must” and “should” potential SCC 

species can be found in Appendix D.  

Potential SCC Criteria Review Process 
The Planning Rule provides guidance on the development or revision of Forest Plans, breaking up the 

process into three components; the assessment, plan development/revision and monitoring (USDA 

2012). It also discusses the pre-decisional review process. One required element within the Planning 

Rule is the identification of species of conservation concern (SCC); direction for SCC are included within 

each plan component. Additional guidance and direction on SCC is found in the Forest Service Manual 

(FSM) 1900, Chapter 20 (USFS 2015b) and the Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.12 (USFS 2015a).  

In early 2016, the Regional Office (RO) conducted a preliminary analysis of plant and non-plant potential 

Species of Conservation Concern (SCC). In March and April 2016, these lists (plant and non-plant 

respectively) were provided to the Forest for more in-depth reviews of all identified species using 

criteria listed in the Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.12, Chapter 10, Sections 12.52c and 12.52d 

(see attached updated ‘SCC Criteria Flowchart’). The initial potential SCC species lists provided for 

consideration consisted of 23 non-plant species and 53 plant species. 

On June 3rd, 2016 the Manti-La Sal National Forest submitted initial recommendations for all 23 non-

plant and 53 plant species. At this time, the Forest recommended 9 non-plant species and 2-plant 

species for additional consideration (Appendix F). This list was also shared with the public for review and 

comments during the 8 public meetings held by the Forest in September 2016. Additional information 

on the public comments received please see the “Manti-La Sal National Forest Species of Conservation 

Concern Public Comment Summary Report” available at:  

O:\NFS\MantiLaSal\Project\SO\1920ForestPlanRevision\2012 Rule_Forest Plan Revision\SCC. 

On August 2nd and September 13th, 2016 respectively, the Forest received feedback from the RO on the 

non-plant and plant draft species reviews. The RO provided additional comments on 15 non-plant 

species and 19-plant species. The majority of comments for the non-plant species were requests to 

discuss potential impacts on the species due to a changing climate. For the 19-plant species, the key 

comments of concern were how to handle a lack of BASI for G1/T1 and G2/T2 species.  

On Sept. 22nd, 2016 the Forest provided a second round of draft species reviews for the non-plant 

species to the RO; 10 species were recommended for consideration at this time. The peregrine falcon 

(Falco peregrinus) was removed from the recommendation list due to lack of threats to warrant 

consideration. The blueheaded sucker (Catostomus discobolus) and American Pika (Ochotona princeps) 

were added due to additional research identifying significant threat to the species capacity to persist 

over the long-term in the plan area. This response included a table detailing the Forest’s responses to 

the RO’s non-plant comments. A condensed version of this table is available in Appendix G. This updated 

species list was then provided to the public for additional review and comment during the 2 Workshops 

hosted by the Forest in November 2016.  

On January 13th , 2017, the Forest received additional RO guidance on the interpretation and application 

of the SCC directives. The comments received from the RO and the Public, in addition to the additional 

RO guidance, were then applied to the non-plant species for another round of completed reviews. Due 

to the amount of the potential SCC plant reviews, the quantity of feedback to review and the complexity 

of some of the reviews, updated reviews were not provided to the RO as of March 27th, 2016. One issue 
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discussed was how to handle G1T1/G2T2 potential SCC species when little to no BASI is available to 

support a more thorough determination. In keeping with FSH Chapter 10, 12.52(d)(2)(a), “Species with 

NatureServe G/T1 or G/T2 status rank are expected to be included unless it can be demonstrated and 

documented that known threats for these species, such as those threats listed for the species in 

NatureServe, are not currently present or relevant to the plan area.”,  it was determined that for species 

meeting the G1T1/G2T2 NatureServe designation, if no BASI is available, or if available BASI is 

insufficient to address known threats (identified by BASI), that lack of BASI is sufficient to warrant 

recommendation for SCC designation. This clarification was added to the SCC Criteria Flowchart 

(Appendix D). Additional comments were provided by the RO on the Forest’s SCC Criteria Flowchart, 

these comments were reviewed and applied (Appendix D and E). The updated flowchart was applied 

across all non-plant potential SCC and the identified 19-potential SCC plant species to ensure 

compliance. Additionally, the Forest had identified 16 plant species for which they identified taxonomic 

ambiguity. The Regional Office reached out to the USFS Rocky Mountain Research Station (RMRS) to 

receive clarification (Appendix H); this was then provided to the Forest. 

On March 27, 2017 updated reviews for both non-plant and plant species were sent to the Regional 

Office for review. At this time, 10 non-plant and 12 plant species were recommended for additional 

consideration (Appendix I). Some public comments were received too late to incorporate them into the 

reviews prior to this update. These comments is still being considered and will be incorporated in to the 

final potential SCC reviews submitted to the Regional Office. 

Individual Species Reviews 

A draft species review template was provided by the RO. A review template was completed for all 

species identified by the RO as “must” or “should” consider, as well as one species that was added by an 

IDT specialist for consideration by the Regional Forester. The IDT specialist’s recommendations for 

consideration can be found on page one of each species’ completed review template. The 

recommendation decision is styled in the “Issue-Rule-Analysis/Application –Conclusion” format as 

directed in FSH 1909.12(10)(12.55)(9).  

All current and previous species reviews can be found at:  

O:\NFS\MantiLaSal\Project\SO\1920ForestPlanRevision\2012 Rule_Forest Plan Revision\SCC\Species 

Reviews 

Summary of MLNF Current SCC Recommendation to the RO 
A list of all 23 non-plant and 53-plant potential SCC species provided to the Forest for consideration can 

be found in Appendix J. In additional to the 23 recommended non-plant species for review, Forest 

specialist identified two additional species that warranted additional consideration: the peregrine falcon 

and the American pika. Of these, the Forest is currently recommending 10 non-plant species and 12 

plant potential SCC species for consideration by the Regional Forester.  
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Current Recommendations Table 
Table 2. Potential SCC species recommend to the Regional Forester by the Manti-La Sal National Forest 
for additional consideration as of March 27, 2017.  
Note: This list is not the final compiled list and is subject to change.  

NEXT STEPS 
At this time, the Forest is requesting additional guidance from the Regional Office regarding some of the 

public comments recently received by the Forest (February 21, 2016). Once this guidance is received, 

the Forest will complete its final review of the potential SCC species and provide their final 

NonPlant 

/ Plant 
Species Common Name 

Forest 

Recommendation 

Status 

(3/27/2016) Non-Plant Anaxyrus boreas Boreal Toad Recommended 

Non-Plant Catostomus discobolus Bluehead Sucker* Recommended 

Non-Plant Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-grouse Recommended 

Non-Plant Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend's Big-eared Bat Recommended 

Non-Plant Leucosticte atrata Black Rosy-finch Recommended 

Non-Plant Myotis thysanodes Fringed Myotis Recommended 

Non-Plant Ochotona princeps American Pika* Recommended 

Non-Plant Oncorhynchus clarkii 

pleuriticus 

Colorado River Cutthroat 

Trout 

Recommended 

Non-Plant Oncorhynchus clarkii utah Bonneville Cutthroat Trout Recommended 

Non-Plant Sweltsa cristata Utah Sallfly Recommended 

Plant Allium geyeri var. 

chatterleyi 

Geyer's onion (ALGEC)* Recommended 

Plant 
Aquilegia flavescens var. 

rubicunda 

Link Trail Columbine 

(AQFLR)* 
Recommended 

Plant Astragalus iselyi Isely's Milkvetch (ASIS)* Recommended 

Plant Cymopterus beckii Pinnate Spring-parsley 

(CYBE2)* 
Recommended 

Plant Erigeron kachinensis Kachina Daisy (ERKA)* Recommended 

Plant Erigeron mancus La Sal Daisy (ERMA9) Recommended 

Plant 
Hedysarum occidentale var. 

canone 

Canyon Sweetvetch 

(HEOCC)* 
Recommended 

Plant Oreoxis bakeri Baker's Oreoxis (ORBA) Recommended 

Plant Penstemon navajoa Navajo Beardtongue 

(PENA4)* 
Recommended 

Plant Podistera eastwoodiae Eastwood's Podistera 

(POEA)* 
Recommended 

Plant Salix arizonica Arizona Willow (SAAR14)* Recommended 

Plant 
Senecio fremontii var. 

inexpectatus 

La Sal Mountains' 

Groundsel (SEFRI)* 
Recommended 

*The recommendations for these species have changed since the V1 revisions and 

recommendations. 
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recommendations to the Regional Forester. Once all reviews are final, a final report will be created that 

will include all the final SCC reviews and recommendations by the Forest.  

Following the SCC determination process, the Regional Office reviews the lists of recommended 

potential SCC from the Forest. The Regional Forester will make a determination on the preliminary SCC 

lists, which will be returned to the Forest to be integrated into the development of the revised Forest 

Plan. This list will then be carried through the remainder of the revised Forest Plan process.  

DEFINITIONS 

Included below is a list of key terms and how they were defined/utilized for the Manti-La Sal National 

Forest potential SCC reviews. 

Accurate: “…scientific information must estimate, identify, or describe the true condition of its subject 
matter.  This description of the true conditions may be a measurement of specific conditions, a 
description of operating behaviors (physical, biological, social, or economic), or an estimation of trends.  
Statistically accurate information is near to the true value of its subject, quantitatively unbiased, and 
free of error in its methods.”  (FSH 1909.12(Zero Code)(07.12)) 

Adjoining Forest: For the purpose of these reviews, the forests defined as ‘adjoining’ the MLNF where 
the Ashley, Fishlake and Unita-Wasatche-Cache. In addition to close proximity to the MLNF, these 
Forests form a relatively contiguous ‘green corridor’ for wildlife species. 

Best Available Scientific Information (BASI): “…the most accurate, reliable, and relevant…” information 
to the issue or topic being covered. [§219.3]  

Known To Occur: “A species is known to occur in a plan area if, at the time of plan development the best 
available scientific information indicates that a species is established or is becoming established.” (FSH 
1909.12(10)(12.52)) 

Plan(ning) Area: “The NFS land covered by a plan”. [§219.19] For this report, all lands that fall within the 
Manti-La Sal National Forest’s boundary.  

Persistence: “Continued existence.” [§219.19] Considered in “ecological time” or the “time period 
associated with ecological processes…” (RO 2016). 

Recent occurrence: For the purpose of these evaluations, within the last 20-years was utilized to define 
a recent occurrence.  

Reliable: “…Reliability reflects how appropriately the scientific methods have been applied and how 
consistent the resulting information is with established scientific principles.” (FSH 1909.12(Zero 
Code)(07.12)) 

Relevant: “The information must pertain to the issues under consideration at spatial and temporal scales 
appropriate to the plan area and to a land management plan.” (FSH 1909.12(Zero Code)(07.12)) 

Responsible Official: “The official with the authority and responsibility to oversee the planning process 
and to approve a plan, plan amendment and plan revision.” [§219.62] 
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Native Species: “An organism that was historically present in a particular ecosystem as a result of 
natural migratory or evolutionary processes and not as a result of an accident or deliberate 
introduction…” [§219.19] 

Species of Conservation Concern: A species “... other than federally recognized threatened, endangered, 
proposed, or candidate species, that is known to occur in the plan area and for which the regional 
forester has determined that the best available scientific information indicates substantial concern about 
the species’ capability to persist over the long-term in the plan area.” [§219.9(c)] 

Substantial Concern: “The best available scientific information about the species indicates substantial 
concern about the species’ capability to persist over the long-term in the plan area.” (FSH 
1909.12(10)(12.52c)) 
 
‘Substantial’ is “…best demonstrated by some combination of threats either directly or indirectly to its 
characteristic habitat: decline in the sizes and/or numbers of its populations and/or declines in its 
habitats.” (RO 2016)  

Sufficient BASI: As available data and habitat condition varies between species, ‘sufficient BASI’ was 
determined on a species basis by IDT specialist. Multiple variable, when available, were taken into 
account for each determination. These variables include population size and distribution within the plan 
area, the number and severity of threats to the species and its desired habitat, climate change, species 
resilience, and any other relevant available information.  

Viable Population: “A population of species that continues to persist over the long term with sufficient 
distribution to be resilient and adaptable to stressors and likely future environments.” [§219.19] 

LITERATURE CITED 
 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (DOA), Forest Service. 2012. The 2012 Planning Rule. Rule. Federal 
Register 36:219 (April 9, 2012). 
 
U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Forest Service Handbook (FSH). 2015. 1909.12 – Land Management Planning 

Handbook; Chapter 10 – Assessments. Technical Amendment. Amendment No. 1909.12-2015-1 

(Effective Date: January 30, 2015). 

______________________, Forest Service Manual (FSM). 2015. 1900 – Planning; Chapter 1920-Land 

Management Planning. Technical Amendment. Amendment No. 1900-2015-1 (Effective Date: January 

30, 2015). 

______________________, Regional Office (RO). 2016. Intermountain Region Species of Conservation 

Concern (Draft Feb. 2, 2016).   

 

______________________, Washington Office (WO). 2016. SCC Enquiry, Summary of Responses. 

Compiled by WFWARP, RVE, EMC staff. 
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Appendix A: Best Available Science Handout (Public) 
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Appendix B: Key SCC Correspondence with the Regional Office 
 

Date Type Title To/From Description 

Attachments 
(O:\NFS\MantiLaSal\Project\SO\1920ForestPlanR
evision\2012 Rule_Forest Plan Revision\SCC\Key 
Correspondence) 

1/25/2016 Email 
Upcoming initial 
SCC List Review 
and Process* 

From: Gina 
Lampman;         
To: FS-pdl r4 
forest planners 
(Greg 
Montgomery) 

Notice to all R4 Forest Planner that 
the RO was working to complete 
their initial review of species lists for 
'must' and 'should' species to be 
considered for each Forest. 
Projected an early February delivery 
date to the Forests. Provided a 
general estimated timing and 
process overview.  
*Planning Team Received on Jan. 
28th, 2016 

None 

2/3/2016 Email 
Non-Plant Initial 
List of Potential 
SCC* 

From: Gina 
Lampman;         
To: Greg 
Montgomery 

Email included the initial non-plant 
SCC list and provided some basic 
guidance on what to consider.  Set a 
goal to send out a draft guidance doc 
by the end of the week.  
*Planning Team Received on Feb. 
4th, 2016. 

Manti SOCC 2-1-2016.xlsx (initial non-plant SCC 
list for review)  

2/4/2016 Email 

Draft SCC 
Guidance/ 
Process 
Document and 
Review 
Template*  

From: Gina 
Lampman;          
To: Kathy 
Pauling, Greg 
Montgomery 

Email provided the draft Regional 
SCC guidance document and the 
draft SCC Review Template.  
*Planning Team Received on Feb. 
9th, 2016. 

R4 SCC_Template 2016feb04 draft2.docx (Draft 
Species Review Template)  

R4 Species of Conservation Concern 2016feb04 
draft.docx (Draft R4 regional SCC guidance)  
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3/31/2016 Email 
DRAFT Manti-La 
Sal SOCC Plant 
List for Review* 

From: John 
Proctor;            
To: Kim 
Anderson, Mat 
Meccariello, 
Barb Smith 

Email included the initial plant SCC 
list, a brief description of the 
attachments and provided some WO 
guidance (from Regis Terney) on 
what to consider.  Identified the 
Chief’s office as the reviewer for 
objections.  
 *Planning Team Received on April 
11th, 2016. 

Manti_SCCO_Draft_R4.xlsx (Initial plant SCC 
species list for review) 

Manti_LaSal_Species_Data_2016-01-21_4.pdf 
(pdf of species specific NatureServe reports) 

R4 SCC_Template 2016feb04 draft2.docx (Draft 
Species Review Template)  

R4 Species of Conservation Concern 2016feb04 
draft.docx (Draft R4 regional SCC guidance)  

REVIEW DRAFT IAP Chapter 7 - Non-Forested 
Vegetation Types 2016-03-25 sgk jcc.docx (Draft 
Non-forested IAP chapter) 

6/3/2016 
Mercury 
Pkg 

SCC Response to 
RO  

To: RO         
From: Manti-La 
Sal NF via 
Mercury 
Correspondence 
Database 

Forest SCC status update package 
sent to the Regional Office for 
review, comments and guidance.  

Enclosure Intermountain Region SCC.docx (Draft 
R4 regional SCC guidance)  

Enclosure List of all SCC Forest 
Recommendations.xlsx (Excel table of Version 1 
Forest SCC recommendations) 

Enclosure MLNF Potential SCC Review Procedural 
Report/docx (Report of Forest's initial SCC review 
process for V1 reviews) 

Enclosure SCC Enquiry WO.docx (WO SCC 
'lessons' learned document) 

Enclosure SCC process flowchart.docx (initial 
version of the Forest's SCC criteria flowchart) 

MLNF Potential SCC Reviews_NonPlant 
Species_All Not Recommended.pdf (combined 
pdf of all initial non-plant SCC V1 not 
recommended reviews) 

MLNF Potential SCC Reviews_NonPlant 
Species_All Not Recommended.pdf (combined 
pdf of all initial non-plant SCC V1 recommended 
reviews) 

MLNF Potential SCC Reviews_Plant Species_All 
Not Recommended.pdf (combined pdf of all initial 
plant SCC V1 not recommended reviews) 
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MLNF Potential SCC Reviews_NonPlant 
Species_All Not Recommended.pdf (combined 
pdf of all initial plant SCC V1 recommended 
reviews) 

SCC Response  to RO 2016.06.03.docx (Forest's 
letter to the RO summarizing SCC status-unsigned) 

SCC Response  to RO 2016.06.03.pdf (Forest's 
letter to the RO summarizing SCC status-signed) 

6/10/2016 Email 

SCC and RFSS 
memos of June 
6, 2016 (WO 
Directives) 

From: Gina 
Lampman;      To: 
FS-pdl r4 forest 
planners (Tami 
Conner) 

SCC WO Directives/clarification 
letters: (1) Implementation of the 
Planning Rule, Directives, and 
Sensitive Species (2) Implementation 
of Planning Rule and Directives with 
respect to SCC. 

20160606ClarificationOfImplementation2012Pla
nningRuleDirectivesAndRegionalForesterSensitiv
eSpecies.pdf  - Signed Memo 

20160606ClarificationOfImplementation2012Pla
nningRuleDirectivesAndSpeciesOfConservationC
oncern.pdf - Signed Memo 

SCC_memo_June_6_2016.docx - Unsigned Memo 

RFSS_June_6_2016 - Unsigned Memo 

6/22/2016 Email 
At-risk Species 
Practitioner 
Reference 

From: Mark 
Bethke;           To: 
Tami Conner and 
5 others 

WO SSC guidance documents (full 
length and condensed versions) 

At-
risk_species_practitioner_reference_V1_21June2
016.docx 

SpeciesConservation_Condensed_Version_V1_10
June2016.docx 

8/1/2016 
Mercury 
Pkg 

SCC Status Letter 
to RO 

To: RO        From: 
Manti-La Sal NF 
via Mercury 
Correspondence 
Database 

SCC status letter from the Forest to 
the RO outlining next steps for the 
upcoming public meetings and 
requesting RO preliminary list 
update to share with the public.  

SCC Status Letter to RO 2016.08.01.pdf - signed 
letter 

2016.08.01 SCC Status Letter to RO.docx - 
unsigned letter 

8/2/2016 Email (1) 
RO Review of 
Animal Proposed 
ML SCC 

From: John 
Proctor;             
To: Tami Conner 
and 8 others 

Email including RO's non-plant 
comments on the Forests V1 non-
plant reviews. States that a 'formal' 
reply will be forthcoming.  

None 
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8/2/2016 Email (2) 
RO Review of 
Animal Proposed 
ML SCC 

From: Kristine 
Lee;                   
To: Tami Conner 
and 8 others 

Notice that the Plant list will be 
delayed due to John Proctor being 
pulled to address a litigation issue on 
another Forest.  

None 

8/29/2016 Email (1) 
M-L Forest Plant 
List re: Forest 
Plan Revision* 

From: Terry 
Padilla;                
To: Mat 
Meccariello, 
John Proctor and 
Kristine Lee 

This email chain outlines initiated 
when the RO requests an SCC call 
with the Forest. The Forests' SCC 
criteria flowchart was shared with 
the RO staff. At 1353 the 1500 call 
was cancelled by the RO.  
*Planning Team Received on Aug 
29th, 2016. 

None 

8/29/2016 Email (2) 
RO Review of 
Forest SCC Plant 
List – DRAFT* 

From: John 
Proctor;                 
To: Kim 
Anderson, Mat 
Meccariello, 
Barb Smith 

Email including RO's plant comments 
on the Forests V1 plant reviews. Was 
initially sent to RO staff and directly 
to Forest specialists. Was forwarded 
to Tami via Gina Lampman. 
*Planning Team Received on Aug. 
29th, 2016. 

RO_Review_Manti_SCC_Plants_August_17_2016 
(004).docx (RO's initial comments on the Forest's 
V1 plant reviews) 

9/6/2016 Email 
Draft SCC Issue 
Papers* 

From: Kristine 
Lee;                    
To: Mat 
Meccariello, and 
3 others 

Fwd'ed email via Kristine from Gina 
Lampman including 5 DRAFT 
guidance papers on SCC. Documents 
initiated out of the WO EMC and 
Planning Rule FACA committee.  
*Planning Team Received on Sept. 
9th, 2016. 

DraftIssuePaper_CategoriesAndBASI_v2.docx 

Occurrence Paper 08252016.docx 

Persistence paper 08252016.docx 

SCC_PublicParticipationdraftissuePaper.docx 

Substantial_Concern_20160823.docx 
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9/20/2016 Email 

R4 Review and 
Recommended 
SCC Plant List for 
MLNF - Sept. 13th 
2016 

From: Terry 
Padilla;               
To: Tami 
Conner and 8 
others 

Email from Terry that includes 
additional RO plant comments on 
the Forests V1 plant reviews that 
have resulted from additional 
communication between the Forest 
and RO. Includes a table identifying 
19-plant species that the RO did not 
concur citing G1T1/G2T2 status and 
potential threats to habitat.  Email 
identifies that a mercury package 
with this information is being 
prepared to be sent to the Forest 
later that week.  

R4_Review_Recommended_SCC_Plant_List_for_
MLNF_Sept_12_2016_Jp.docx (Updated table 
with RO comments on 19 plant species for which 
they did not concur with the Forest's V1 plant 
reviews.) 

R4_RMRS_Review_Taxanomic_Ambiguity_Sept_
07_2016Jp_JI.docx (table that incorporates RO 
and RMRS repsonce to taxonomic issues identified 
by the Forest for 17 plant species) 

9/22/2016 
Mercury 
Pkg 

SCC Letter for 
Non-Plants 

From: SO;            
To: RO 

Forest's non-plant SCC V2 reviews 
and status update package sent to 
the Regional Office. 

Response Letter SCC Non_plant 2016.09.22.pdf 
(Forest's letter to the RO summarizing non-plant 
SCC status-signed) 

Enclosure1_2016.09.16_V2_NonPlant_Recomme
nded.pdf (combined pdf of all initial non-plant SCC 
V2 recommended reviews) 

Enclosure2_2016.09.16_V2_NonPlant_Not 
Recommended.pdf (combined pdf of all initial 
non-plant SCC V2 not recommended reviews) 

Enclosure3_SCC Recommendation 
Tracking_2016.09.14.xlsx (RO comments and 
Forest response/action for non-plant potential SCC 
species) 

Enclosure4_SCC Procedural Flowchart_2-
sided_2016.09.06.pdf (Forest developed SCC 
procedural flowchart - shared with public) 
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12/8/2017 
Meeting 
Notes 

Forest Meeting 
with the RO 
(phone conf) 

Attendees 

Purpose: Outline the selection 
process for SCC Plants; wrap up the 
process and respond to the Forest 
on the list. Identify what has been 
completed and clarify next steps. 
Dialog centered on SCC selection 
criteria definition, clarification on a 
set of procedural steps and outlining 
next steps. 

2016.12.08_RO Meeting Notes.pdf 

1/13/2017 
Meeting 
Notes 

Forest Meeting 
with the RO 

Attendees 

Purpose: To clarify the criteria used 
to determine which species are on 
the list and the process to follow. To 
formalize the process so that it is 
clear and easily explained to the 
public. 

20170113MeetingNotes.pdf 

3/27/2017 
Mercury 
Pkg 

SCC Forest 
Recommendation 
Update to the 
RO* 

From: SO;            
To: RO 

Forest update to the RO on SCC 
species reviews status and request 
for additional guidance. 
 
*This is not the Forest’s final 
recommendation.  

20170320MLNFSCCPublicCommentSummary.pdf 

20170327SCCSummaryTable.xlsx 

20170327SCCProceduralReportDRAFT.doc 

20170312SCCProceduralFlowchart.pdf 

20170226SCCCriteriaFlowchart.pdf 

20170327UNPSResponse.pdf 

20170221UNPSReviewOfLMNFSCC.pdf 

20170327UNPSCommentTable.pdf 

20170327SCCForestRecommendationLetter.pdf 
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Appendix C: Manti-La Sal National Forest SCC Procedural Flowchart 
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Appendix D: Manti-La Sal National Forest SCC Criterial Flowchart 
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Appendix E: Forest Response to RO Comments on the MLNF SCC Criteria Flowchart (Feb. 9, 2017) 
  

Reviewer Comment Response 

Lee 
We both felt that the native species block should be moved from its 

current location.  We currently do not filter first on native or non-native.  

The 2012 Planning Rule SCC definition (219.9 (c)) includes the 

requirement that a potential SCC must be  “…known to occur in 

the plan area…”. Additionally, the first criteria listed under FSH 

1909.12, 12.52c and 12.52d is that the species is “'…native and 

known to occur…”. Finally, the clarification email from Lee 

Jacobson received on 2/9/2017, states that the initial lists were 

from "...information in the NRIS wildlife database, TESP 

database, and state heritage database information." 

Gina 

The native species block needs to move.  As it reads, the Forest would 

need to have a complete species list for their ecoregion to filter to a 

species list in the plan area, and this would be a COMPLETE species list.  

The Forest won’t be able to do this. 

In response to Gina’s comment that,”… the Forest would need 

to have a complete species list for their ecoregion to filter to a 

species list in the plan area, and this would be a COMPLETE 

species list.  The Forest won’t be able to do this.”  We would 

respond that in fact, that is what the RO attempted to do using 

BASI in the form of the various databases. The Forest then 

further refined the list using additional BASI with 

documentation included in the RO Forest SCC Evaluation Forms 

(See the Rational Section on page on as well as Section 2).  

Instead, this block should be in the pathway of the G/T1 (G/T1 yes to 

Native yes to Threats yes to potential SCC).  The other 3 major filters (past 

t-years, monitored delisted, long list) should filter in their own pathway 

through the Native block, from which it goes to the sufficient BASI block. 

Per the reasoning above, we have left the initial two boxes in 

the original locations but have added additional clarification in 

the initial 'potential scc box' as well as on the back of the 

flowchart to explain the source of the initial SCC potential 

species lists from the RO as well as clarification on ‘native and 

known to occur’. 

Lee 
We removed the “majority of population” block because we could find no 

basis for it in the directives or planning rule.  
Agreed. This was an attempt to deal with situations when there 

is no species-specific BASI available, of there is insufficient BASI 
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Gina 

Cannot find anything and Lee cannot find anything on why there should be a 

“majority” block.  The YES from the “threats” block should go to the Potential 

block  and the NO should go to the “sufficient” BASI block.  Majority block is 

eliminated. 

for a G1/T1 or G2/T2 species (e.g. "must consider" species). We 

addressed this by including a definition (on pg 2) for 'sufficient' 

that will include 'no available BASI' as 'sufficient' BASI to include 

a G1/T1 or G2/T2 species as a potential SCC. 

Gina 

Threats block is only applicable to the G/T1 block.  Because of this, the 

G/T1 YES pathway needs to be complete on its own.  The NO from the 

threat block should go straight to the sufficient BASI block. 

The current version meets this criteria. 

Gina 
Lee OK with the “YES” going from threats to potential SCC based on 

directives, 12.52d, item 2.a 
The current version meets this criteria. 
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Appendix F: Initial Forest Potential SCC Species Recommendations (June 3, 2016). 
 

Taxa Scientific Name Common Name 

Must/Should 

Consider for 

SCC 

MLNF 

Recommendation 

Amphibian Anaxyrus boreas Boreal Toad Yes Yes 

Bird Leucosticte atrata Black Rosy-finch Yes Yes 

Bird Falco peregrinus Peregrine Falcon No* Yes 

Bird Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-grouse Yes Yes 

Fish Oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus Colorado River Cutthroat Trout Yes Yes 

Fish Oncorhynchus clarkii utah Bonneville Cutthroat Trout Yes Yes 

Insect Sweltsa cristata Utah Sallfly Yes Yes 

Mammal Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend's Big-eared Bat Yes Yes 

Mammal Myotis thysanodes Fringed Myotis Yes Yes 

Plant Oreoxis bakeri Baker's Oreoxis Yes Yes 

Plant Erigeron mancus La Sal Daisy Yes Yes 
*This species was not originally identified by the RO for consideration on the MLNF. However, but it is identified in NatureServe as having a state 

status of S2B in CO. Additionally, the Ashley National Forest identified it as one of their potential SCC, we determined a review needed to be 

completed.  

NOTE: This version has a correction from the version sent to the Regional Office (RO) on June 3rd; southern leatherside (Lepidomeda aliciae)  

was incorrectly placed on the original version in place of Greater Sage-grouse. This list represents the actual individual species reviews and 

recommendations submitted at the same time to the RO for review.  
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Appendix G: Forest Response to the Regional Office’s Initial comments to the initial Forest Non-plant 

Species Reviews (Sept. 2016) 

Species 
Recommended 
in First Review? 

Current 
Recommendation 
(9/22/2016) 

Did 
initial 
Review 
Addres 
Climate 
Change? 

Add'l 
Species 
Specific RO 
Comments 

Action 
Needed to 
Meet RO's 
comments 
and 
suggestions Actions Taken Other Comments 

Bald Eagle No No No 

(1) Needs 
Climate 
Change 
addressed. 

Needs Climate 
Change 
review. 

Additional 
review relating 
to threats and 
climate 
change. 

  

Black Rosy-
finch 

Yes Yes Yes NONE None 

Additional 
review relating 
to threats and 
climate 
change. 

Reviewed further as a 
result of suggestions 
included for other 
species such as the 
many-lined skink 
resulting in this species 
now being recommended 
for further consideration.  
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Bluehead 
Sucker 

No Yes No 

(1) RO 
recommends 
including as 
an SCC (2) 
Needs 
Climate 
Change 
addressed. 

(1) Needs 
Climate 
Change 
review  
impacts on 
species and 
habitat. (2) 
Review 
changes and 
final 
recommendat
ion. 

Additional 
review relating 
to threats and 
climate 
change. 

After further review of 
climate change 
impacts, this species 
now being 
recommended for 
further consideration.  

Bonneville 
Cutthroat 
Trout 

Yes Yes No NONE 

(1) Needs 
Climate 
Change 
review  
impacts on 
species and 
habitat. (2) 
Review 
changes and 
final 
recommendat
ion. 

Additional 
review relating 
to threats and 
climate 
change. 

Sources for climate 
change have been 
located, but need to be 
integrated into the 
review.  

Boreal 
Toad 

Yes Yes YES NONE NONE NONE   
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Colorado 
Cutthroat 
Trout 

Yes Yes No NONE 

(1) Needs Climate 
Change review  
impacts on species 
and habitat. (2) 
Review changes and 
final 
recommendation. 

Additional 
review 
relating to 
threats and 
climate 
change. 

Sources for 
climate change 
have been 
located, but need 
to be integrated 
into the review.  

Columbia 
Spotted 
Frog 

No No No NONE NONE NONE 

Not clearly 
documented as 
occurring in the 
plan area, 
therefore no 
additional review 
is needed. 

Fringed 
Myotis  

Yes Yes No NONE 

(1) Needs Climate 
Change review  
impacts on species 
and habitat. (2) 
Review changes and 
final 
recommendation. 

Additional 
review 
relating to 
threats and 
climate 
change. 

The review 
obliquely 
mentions that 
threats to water 
sources could 
impact this 
species, would 
climate change 
threaten these 
water sources? 
Additional review 
now included to 
address climate 
change impacts.  
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Graces 
Warbler 

No No No 

(1) Needs 
Climate 
Change 
addressed. 
(2) RO 
Recommends 
reviewing 
recommenda
tion once 
Climate 
Change is 
addressed. 

(1) Needs Climate 
Change review on  
impacts on species 
and habitat. (2) 
Review changes and 
final 
recommendation. 

Additional 
review 
relating to 
threats and 
climate 
change. 

Additional 
Climate Change 
review and 
discussion 
included.  

Greater 
Sage-
grouse 

Yes Yes Yes NONE NONE 

Additional 
review 
relating to 
threats and 
climate 
change. 

was recorded as 
not-
recommended in 
original table - 
this has been 
fixed 

Many-
Lined Skink 

No No Yes 

(1) RO 
recommends 
including as 
an SCC ; look 
at in context 
of larger 
landscape (2) 
Needs 
Climate 
Change 
addressed. 

(1) Further discuss 
potential climate 
change impacts on 
species and habitat (2) 
In section 3b, expand 
to include the impact 
the identified threats 
may have on the 
species and its 
habitat. (3) Review 
changes and final 
recommendation. 

Additional 
review 
relating to 
threats and 
climate 
change. Also 
included is a 
description 
of the range 
for this 
species.  

Climate change is 
briefly 
acknowledged as 
a threat, but no 
discussion on 
potential or 
recorded impacts 
to species and its 
habitat. 
However, it is 
important to 
remember that a 
species being 
'rare' does not 
qualify it for SCC 
status. 
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Monarch No No No NONE 

(1) Needs Climate 
Change review  
impacts on species 
and habitat. (2) 
Review changes and 
final 
recommendation. 

Additional 
review 
relating to 
threats and 
climate 
change. 

  

North 
American 
Wolverine 

No No No NONE NONE NONE 

Not clearly 
documented as 
occurring in the 
plan area, 
therefore no 
additional review 
is needed. 

Peregrin 
Falcon 

Yes No No 

(1) Ro 
recommends 
taking 
another look 
at  the 
rational for 
including the 
peregrine as 
a SCC, or 
reassess 
some non-
SCC species 
status and 
rational.    

(1) Needs Climate 
Change review  
impacts on habitat. (2) 
Review rational per 
RO's concerns. (3) 
Review changes and 
final 
recommendation. 

Additional 
review 
relating to 
threats and 
climate 
change. 

After further 
review of the 
role of the Forest 
for this species 
within the larger 
landscape and 
the limited 
habitat for this 
species within 
the plan area, in 
addition to 
reviewing 
potential impact 
of climate 
change, the 
recommendation 
for this species 
was changed to 
not 
recommended 
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for additional 
considerating by 
the Regional 
Forester. 

Purple 
Martin 

No No No NONE 

(1) Needs Climate 
Change review  
impacts on species 
and habitat. (2) 
Review changes and 
final 
recommendation. 

Additional 
review 
relating to 
threats and 
climate 
change. 
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Red 
Crossbill 

No No No NONE 

(1) Needs 
Climate 
Change 
review  
impacts on 
species and 
habitat. (2) 
Review 
changes and 
final 
recommendat
ion. 

Additional 
review relating 
to threats and 
climate 
change. 

  

Southern 
Bonneville 
Springsnail 

No No No NONE NONE NONE 

Not clearly 
documented as 
occuring in the plan 
area, therefore no 
additional review is 
needed. 

Southern 
Leatherside  

No No No NONE 

(1) Needs 
Climate 
Change 
review  
impacts on 
species and 
habitat. (2) 
Review 
changes and 
final 
recommendat
ion. 

NONE 

May have been sent 
some climate change 
references from her - I 
need to double check. 

Striate Disc No No No NONE NONE NONE 

Threats are not known 
and due to insufficient 
BASI this species isn't 
eligiable for SCC status. 
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Townsends 
Big-eared 
Bat 

Yes Yes No NONE 

(1) Needs 
Climate 
Change 
review  
impacts on 
species and 
habitat. (2) 
Review 
changes and 
final 
recommendat
ion. 

Additional 
review relating 
to threats and 
climate 
change. 

  

Utah Sallfly  Yes Yes YES NONE NONE NONE   

Western 
Bluebird 

No No No NONE 

(1) Needs 
Climate 
Change 
review  
impacts on 
species and 
habitat. (2) 
Review 
changes and 
final 
recommendat
ion. 

Additional 
review relating 
to threats and 
climate 
change. 

  

Western 
Bumble bee 

No No Yes NONE NONE 

Additional 
review relating 
to threats and 
climate 
change. 

Although the review 
doesn't discuss climate 
change impacts in 
depth, there is 
insufficient BASI this 
species isn't eligible for 
SCC status. 
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Yavapai 
Mountain 
snail 

No No No NONE 

(1) Needs 
Climate 
Change 
review 
impacts on 
habitat. (2) 
Review 
changes and 
final 
recommendat
ion. 

Additional 
review relating 
to threats and 
climate 
change. 

Threats are not known 
and therefore cannot 
be further documented 
with BASI for the Snail, 
but what about the 
habitat? 

Pika N/A Yes N/A N/A N/A 

This species 
was reviewed 
for 
consideration 
by the Forest 
for the first 
time during 
this review 
session. 

  

NOTE: This version has a correction from the version sent to the Regional Office (RO) on June 3rd; southern leatherside (Lepidomeda aliciae)  

was incorrectly placed on the original version in place of Greater Sage-grouse. This list represents the actual individual species reviews and 

recommendations submitted at the same time to the RO for review.  
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Appendix H: Taxonomic Clarification of 16 Plant Species by RMRS 
 

R4 Regional Office and RMRS Review of 16 taxa with identified Taxonomic Ambiguity. John Proctor and Jessica Irwin.  September 07, 2018 

# Taxa ITIS Plants Welsh NatureServe Other 
1 Androsace 

chamaejasme 
ssp. carinata  
 
 

Var. and Spp. 
carinata not 
accepted 

Valid Var. carinata as 
opposed to Spp. 
Suggest Spp. 
lehmanniana 

Only A. 
chamaejasme 
& A.c. var 
lehmanniana  

FNA - Rocky Mountain representatives of Androsace 
chamaejasme have been treated as A. carinata or A. 
chamaejasme subsp. carinata on the basis of a 
prominently keeled midrib on the leaf blade. 
Although this characteristic can often appear on 
plants growing in exposed sites on the tundra in the 
Rocky Mountains and even as far north as Alaska 
and Canada, it disappears when these carinate 
plants are removed to transplant gardens in 
protected sites. 
 
RMRS.  Spoke with CO, WY, NM, UT heritage 
program.  Nature serve and state organiztions.  
Bernadette and Bonnie.  Bonnie wants get WYNDD 
to point where not tracking.  Should be synonomized 
into ssp. lehmanniana.  Not switching yet because 
ride off back of RM herbarium update names.   
 
On natureserve ssp. carinata goes to lehmanniana.  
Natureserve is guiding consensus for all state 
heritage program.   
 
Latest expert opinion is FNA.  Technical report?  
Master’s project?  Tas Kelso’s advice.    Tas is now 
deceased.  

2 Chrysothamnus 
nauseosus ssp. 
psilocarpus 
 
TAXONOMY 
NOT IN 
QUESTION.  
RATHER IT IS 
INSUFFICIENT 
INFO PROBLEM 

Accepted name:  

Ericameria 
nauseosa var. 
psilocarpa (S.F. 

Blake) G.L. Nesom & 
Baird 

CHNAP is synomous 
with Ericameria 
nauseosa (Pall. ex 
Pursh) G.L. Nesom & 
Baird var. psilocarpa 
(S.F. Blake) G.L. 
Nesom & BairdShow 
AllShow Tabs  
 

  Turns out the taxonomy is not in question with the 
forest on this one. 

3 Draba 
fladnizensis var. 
pattersonii 

 Valid   Draba fladnizensis Wulfen in N. J. Jacquin, Misc. 
Austriac. 1: 147, plate 17, fig. 1. 1778. Draba 
fladnizensis var. pattersonii (O. E. Schulz) Rollins; D. 
pattersonii O. E. Schulz; D. pattersonii var. hirticaulis 
O. E. Schulz; D. wahlenbergii Hartman 

http://www.itis.gov/servlet/SingleRpt/SingleRpt?search_topic=TSN&search_value=566646
http://www.itis.gov/servlet/SingleRpt/SingleRpt?search_topic=TSN&search_value=566646
http://www.itis.gov/servlet/SingleRpt/SingleRpt?search_topic=TSN&search_value=566646
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Flowering Jun-Aug. Rock outcrops and talus, alpine 
meadows, sandy gravel; 0-1400 m at higher 
latitudes, 3000-3800 m at lower latitudes; 
Greenland; B.C., N.W.T., Nunavut, Que., Yukon; 
Alaska, Colo., Utah, Wyo.; c, s Europe; Asia; 
circumpolar and high alpine areas.  

Rollins reduced Draba pattersonii to a variety of 
D. fladnizensis and separated the two primarily 
on plant size and minor differences in fruit 
shape. Examination of D. fladnizensis specimens 
collected throughout Europe and North America 
reveals that the alleged differences between the 
two taxa are artificial. The type material of D. 
pattersonii, which was collected in Colorado, is a 
mixture of plants highly variable in their type of 
indumentum. The specimens have no flowers, but 
the habit, fruits, and leaves are nearly 
indistinguishable from those of D. fladnizensis from 
higher latitudes. 

 
Ihsan’s Al-Sheba Rx and Jessica’s Irwin’s RMRS go 
to. 
. 

4 Echinocereus 
triglochidiatus 
var. inermis 

Not accepted.  
Accepted name is 

Echinocereus 
coccineus ssp. 
coccineus Engelm 

Synomomous with 

Echinocereus 
coccineus ssp. 
coccineus Engelm 

Welsh et al. (2003) 
state that: “There is a 
cline within the 
specimens from 
eastern Utah and 
western Colorado 
from densely spiny to 
no spines at all….but 
they do not seem to 
represent a taxon.” 

  

5 Erigeron 
carringtoniae  

Lists E. carringtoniae 
as: “not accepted” 
and E. untermannii as 
“Accepted Name” 
(ITIS 2016). 

Erigeron 
carringtoniae placed 
in synonymy with E. 
untermannii (USDA 
2016, 

   

6 Erigeron 
uttermannii  
 
KEEP as SCC 
plant 

E. untermannii as 
“Accepted Name” 
(ITIS 2016). 

Erigeron 
carringtoniae placed 
in synonymy with E. 
untermannii (USDA 
2016, 

Erigeron untermannii 
S. L. Welsh & 
Goodrich, Great Basin 
Naturalist. 43: 367. 
1983. Indian Canyon 
fleabane. Erigeron 

 17. Erigeron untermannii S. L. Welsh & Goodrich, 
Great Basin Naturalist. 43: 367. 1983. Indian 
Canyon fleabane. Erigeron carringtoniae S. L. 
Welsh 
Perennials, 2–8 cm; taprooted, caudices branched, 
retaining old leaf bases. Stems erect (greenish 

http://www.itis.gov/servlet/SingleRpt/SingleRpt?search_topic=TSN&search_value=912679
http://www.itis.gov/servlet/SingleRpt/SingleRpt?search_topic=TSN&search_value=912679
http://www.itis.gov/servlet/SingleRpt/SingleRpt?search_topic=TSN&search_value=912679
http://www.itis.gov/servlet/SingleRpt/SingleRpt?search_topic=TSN&search_value=912679
http://www.itis.gov/servlet/SingleRpt/SingleRpt?search_topic=TSN&search_value=912679
http://www.itis.gov/servlet/SingleRpt/SingleRpt?search_topic=TSN&search_value=912679
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carringtoniae S. L. 
Welsh 
 

proximally, essentially scapiform), strigose, 
eglandular. Leaves mostly basal (persistent); 
blades oblanceolate to spatulate, 10–50 × (1–)2–
5(–7) mm, sometimes continuing on proximal 1 / 2 
of stems, margins entire, faces usually sparsely to 
densely strigose, abaxial sometimes glabrous or 
glabrate, eglandular. Heads 1. Involucres 5–7 × 6–
12(–15) mm. Phyllaries in 2–3(–4) series, densely 
hispiduloso-hirsute, eglandular. Ray florets 14–30; 
corollas white to pink or purplish, 4–8 mm, 
laminae coiling and reflexing. Disc corollas 3.5–5 
mm. Cypselae 2.3–3 mm, 2-nerved, faces and 
margins moderately strigose to strigoso-sericeous, 
margins densely ciliate; pappi: outer of setae, 
inner of 18–35 bristles. Flowering May–Jun. 
Exposed sites, calcareous shale, limestone, 
sandstone, or marly gravel, meadows, pinyon-
juniper, mountain mahogany, limber and 
bristlecone pine, sagebrush; of conservation 
concern; 2100–3400 m; Utah.  Rays of Erigeron 
untermannii tend to both coil and reflex, 
emphasizing its apparent close relationship to E. 
caespitosus. The leaves are often spatulate and 
glabrous to glabrate abaxially, features more 
similar to E. radicatus and its close relatives. 
Hybrid parentage is a reasonable hypothesis. 
 

7 Hedysarum 
occidentale var. 
canone  
 
KEEP as SCC 
plant 

Accepted Valid Valid  Cronquist et al. (1989) place this species under 
synonymy with H. occidentale, along with H. 
lancifolium, H. marginatum, and H. uintahense. Their 
rational for combining the five species is that leaflet, 
raceme, and calyx characteristics “…occur 
separately elsewhere in the whole range of H. 
occidentale and do not form a convincing diagnostic 
syndrome.” Intermountain Region Species of 
Conservation Concern Review DRAFT Template. 
Welsh proposed the canone varietal level in 1978, 
eleven years prior to the Cronquist et al. 
determination so they had access to the Welsh 
determination and rational. 

8 Hymenoxys 
acaulis var. nana 

  Valid in AUF, IF, & 
Uinta flora 

Treated as 
Tetraneuris 
acaulis var. 
nana in 

Treated as Tetraneuris acaulis var. arizonica in FNA 

and ITIS. The reduction to synonymy under 

Tetraneuris var. arizonica in FNA (21:453) extends 
the distribution of the plant to 8 western states. 



Updated March 20, 2017 

MLNF Potential SCC Review Procedural Report       36 
 

NatureServe 
and NRCS. 

Under the treatment of FNA, populations of the 
plant are widespread in the plan area and 
abundance is occasional to common 
 

9 Hymenoxys 
helenioides 

Accepted Valid Welsh et al. (2015) 
“Observations in the 
field suggests that it 
might, indeed, be a 
recurring hybrid 
between Hymenoxys 
richardsonii and H. 
hoopesii and not a 
taxon in the 
traditional sense.” 

Questionable 
taxonomy and 
distribution. 
NatureServe 
(2015) 
“…considered 
more common 
than once 
thought due to 
confusion with 
another plant”. 

 

10 Packera 
dimorphophylla 
var. intermedia 

Accepted Valid Treated as Senecio 
dimorphophyllus var. 
intermedius in A Utah 
Flora (Welsh et al. 
2015), by Cronquist et 
al. (1994) and in the 
Utah Department of 
Natural Resources, 
Utah Natural Heritage 
Program’s Plant 
Report (Franklin and 
UDNR 2005). 
 
Welsh et al. (2015) 
state; “Two very weakly 
discernible varieties 
have been recognized 
in Utah; probably they 
are best combined.” 
The determination 
between the two 
“weakly discernible 
varieties” is the level of 
lobing found on the 
cauline leaves. 

NatureServe 
(2015) and the 
USDA (2016) 
treat it as 
Packera 
dimorphophylla 
var. intermedia 
 
According to 
NatureServe 
(2015) during a 
review of 
element 
occurrences in 
2012, all of the 
11 occurrences 
of this variety 
were either 
ranked 
Historical or 
had Last 
Observation 
dates between 
the 1930s and 
1980s. The 
number of 
extant 
occurrences of 
this variety is 
unknown. 
Welsh et al. 
(2015) indicate 

The Flora of North America (Barkley et al. 2006) and 
Integrated Taxonomic Information system (ITIS 
2016), Intermountain Region Species of 
Conservation Concern Review DRAFT Template  
. 
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that 4 
specimens 
were reviewed 
for the A Utah 
Flora treatment, 
but this is not 
an indication 
that those 
specimens are 
from 
populations that 
are still extant. 
The number of 
occurrences 
appears to be 
unknown at this 
point 
(NatureServe 
2015). 
 
 

11 Penstemon 
crandallii ssp. 
atratus???  
 
Insufficient Info 

Accepted USDA Plants 
database uses the 
subspecies status 
with var. astratus 
being synomomous 

Welsh et al. (2015) 
have reduced it to 
varietal status, in 
addition, stating: “Our 
material may be 
referred to two poorly 
[italics added] 
differentiated 
varieties.” Welsh et al. 
(2015) reviewed 
fourteen collections in 
preparation for 
addressing the species 
in A Utah Flora. 

 Jesica Irwin pers com to Craig Freeman - He plans 
to recognize taxa in FNA Rx with caveats of poorly 
understood taxa and no molecular data yet.  Andy 
Wolf in Iowa is completing molecular work as we 
speak.  Insufficient Info.  Previously only known to 
LaSal mountains.  Specimens annotated recently to 
include occurrences in Abajo mountains.   
 
 

12 Penstemon 
lentus var. 
albiflorus 

Accepted Accepted   Penstemon ousterhoutii.  INSUFFICIENT INFO 

13 Phlox 
austromontana 
var. lutescens 

 Synomous with Phlox 
austromontana 
Coville subsp.  

   

14 Physaria 
acutifolia var. 
purpurea 
 

??? Valid  Nomenclat
ure appears 
to be an 

Species having taxonomic 

questions in Utah Rare Plant 

Guide 



Updated March 20, 2017 

MLNF Potential SCC Review Procedural Report       38 
 

issue with 
this species. 
NatureServ
e (2016) 

 
http://www.utahrareplants.org/rpg_otherlists.htm
l 

15 Townsendia 
montana var. 
caelilinensis 
 

 Syn: Townsendia 
alpigena Piper var. 
caelilinensis (USDA 
2016) 

Welsh et al. (2015) 
treats T. m. var 
caelilinensis. The 
USDA (2016) and 
NatureServe (2015) 
use T. alpigena var 
caelilinensis with T. 
montana under 
synonymy with T. a. 
var alpigena. 

 Clean up the record cut and paste error 
 
Flora of North America (2006) puts T. alpigena, T. 
a. var c., and T. m. var c. under synonymy with 
Townsendia montana. Cronquist et al. (1994) also 
place the aforementioned species under T. 
montana synonymy, along with T. dejecta. Based 
on nomenclature disagreement, this species is 
eliminated from the list. 

16 Trautvetteria 
caroliniensis var. 
occidentalis 
 

Not accepted Valid Reduced in synonymy 
under Trautvetteria 
caroliniensis in AUF, 
Uinta Flora, IF, and 
FNA. 

Trautvetteria 
caroliniensis 
var. 
occidentalis in 
Natureserve 

 

 

 
Androsace chamaejasme ssp. carinata 

 Latest treatment for this taxon is found in Flora of North America (FNA vol 8, ), wherein the late Sylvia Kelso synonymizes 
ssp. carinata into ssp. lehmanniana. 

 S. Kelso indicates that the defining morphology of ssp. carinata is revealed as a highly plastic trait when observed through 
transplantings in exposed vs. sheltered sites (Mancuso and Heidel 2008) 

 Found in four states: WY, CO, UT, and NM.   

 The natural heritage programs (natureserve) in each of these states have synonymized ssp. carinata into ssp. lehmanniana, 
with the exception of Wyoming.   

 The Wyoming natural diversity database still recognizes and tracks ssp. carinata but this is pending revision of their taxonomy 
to that given in the Flora of North America (B. Heidel, pers. comm.) 

 The findings of Sylvia Kelso as published in FNA are, in my opinion, conclusive evidence for synonymizing ssp. carinata into 
ssp. lehmanniana.  This opinion may be further supported or refuted by obtaining a copy of the report or publication which 
actually discusses the transplantings or common garden that S. Kelso references. 
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Mancuso, M. and B. Heidel. 2008. Wyoming plant species of concern on Caribou-Targhee National Forest: 2007 Survey Results. Unpublished 

report prepared for the Caribou-Targhee National Forest, USDA Forest Service by the Wyoming Natural Diversity Database, University of 

Wyoming.  

 
 
 
Penstemon crandallii ssp. atratus 

 P. crandallii is found in 3 states and is further divided into 5 varieties according to the taxonomy followed by the USDA (USDA 
plants database) 

 Craig Freeman is the author of the treatment for Penstemon which will eventually be published in Flora of North America, vol. 
17.  He may provide further insight into the validity of ssp. atratus. 

 Latest published treatment for this taxon is found in the Utah Flora (Welsh 2015). 

 Provided that the opinions of Craig Freeman are in agreement with findings published by Welsh, I recommend following their 
taxonomy. 

 
 
 
Hedysarum occidentale var. canone 

 H. occidentale var. occidentale is found across 6 states and 2 Canadian provinces but var. canoe is restricted to UT and CO 

 Stanley Welsh is the author for Hedysarum in Flora of North America (FNA vol, unpublished) and may provide additional 
insight into this taxon. 
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Appendix I: March 27, 2017 Forest Potential SCC Review Summary Table  
 

 

NonPlant 
/ Plant Species Common Name 

MLNF V1 
Recommendatio

n Status                
(6/03/2016) 

MLNF Non-Plant 
V2 

Recommendatio
n Status            

(9/22/2016) 

MLNF Plant V2 
Recommendatio

n Status     
(3/27/2017) 

MLNF V3 Non-
Plant 

Recommendatio
n Status                

(3/27/2017) 

1 Non-Plant Anaxyrus boreas Boreal Toad Recommended Recommended N/A Recommended 

2 Non-Plant Bombus occidentalis Western Bumble Bee 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

3 Non-Plant Catostomus discobolus Bluehead Sucker* 
Not 
Recommended Recommended 

N/A 
Recommended 

4 Non-Plant 
Centrocercus 
urophasianus Greater Sage-grouse 

Recommended 
Recommended 

N/A 
Recommended 

5 Non-Plant Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend's Big-eared Bat Recommended Recommended N/A Recommended 

6 Non-Plant Danaus plexippus pop. 1 Monarch 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

7 Non-Plant Discus shimekii Striate Disc 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

8 Non-Plant Falco peregrinus Peregrine Falcon1* 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

9 Non-Plant Gulo gulo luscus North American Wolverine 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

10 Non-Plant 
Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus Bald Eagle 

Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

11 Non-Plant Lepidomeda aliciae Southern Leatherside Chub 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

12 Non-Plant Leucosticte atrata Black Rosy-finch Recommended Recommended N/A Recommended 

13 Non-Plant Loxia curvirostra Red Crossbill 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

14 Non-Plant Myotis thysanodes Fringed Myotis Recommended Recommended N/A Recommended 

15 Non-Plant Ochotona princeps American Pika1* N/A Recommended N/A Recommended 

16 Non-Plant 
Oncorhynchus clarkii 
pleuriticus 

Colorado River Cutthroat 
Trout 

Recommended 
Recommended 

N/A 
Recommended 
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17 Non-Plant 
Oncorhynchus clarkii 
utah Bonneville Cutthroat Trout 

Recommended 
Recommended 

N/A 
Recommended 

18 Non-Plant Oreohelix yavapai Yavapai Mountainsnail 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

19 Non-Plant Plestiodon multivirgatus Many-lined Skink 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

20 Non-Plant Progne subis Purple Martin 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

21 Non-Plant Pyrgulopsis transversa 
Southern Bonneville 
Springsnail 

Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

22 Non-Plant Rana luteiventris Columbia Spotted Frog 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

23 Non-Plant Setophaga graciae  Grace's Warbler 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

24 Non-Plant Sialia mexicana Western Bluebird 
Not 
Recommended 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 
Not 
Recommended 

25 Non-Plant Sweltsa cristata Utah Sallfly Recommended Recommended N/A Recommended 

1 Plant 
Adoxa moschatellina Musk-root (ADMO) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

2 Plant 
Allium geyeri var. 
chatterleyi 

Geyer's onion (ALGEC)* 
Not 
Recommended N/A 

Recommended 
N/A 

3 Plant 

Androsace 
chamaejasme ssp. 
carinata 

Sweet-flower Rock-jasmine 
(ANCHC) 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

4 Plant 

Aquilegia flavescens var. 
rubicunda 

Link Trail Columbine (AQFLR)* 
Not 
Recommended N/A 

Recommended 
N/A 

5 Plant 
Asclepias ruthiae Ruth's Milkweed (ASRU) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

6 Plant 

Asplenium 
septentrionale 

Northern Spleenwart/Grass-
fern (ASSE) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

7 Plant 
Astragalus iselyi Isely's Milkvetch (ASIS)* 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Recommended 
N/A 

8 Plant 

Astragalus missouriensis 
var. amphibolus 

Missouri/Puzzling Milkvetch 
(ASMIA) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

9 Plant 
Astragalus musiniensis Ferron Milkvetch (ASMU3)** 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 
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10 Plant 

Chrysothamnus 
nauseosus ssp. 
psilocarpus 

Huntington Rabbit brush 
(CHNAP) 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

11 Plant 
Cryptantha creutzfeldtii 

Creutzfeldt's Cat's-
eye/Creutzfeldt-flower 
(CRCR8)** 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

12 Plant 
Cryptantha jonesiana Jone's Catseye (CRJO2) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

13 Plant 
Cymopterus beckii 

Pinnate Spring-parsley 
(CYBE2)* 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Recommended 
N/A 

14 Plant 

Draba fladnizensis var. 
pattersonii 

White Arctic Whitlow-
grass/Patterson's Draba 
(DRFLP) 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

15 Plant 

Echinocereus 
triglochidiatus var. 
inermis 

Spineless Hedgehog Cactus 
(ECTRI) 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

16 Plant 
Erigeron abajoensis Abajo Daisy (ERAB3) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

17 Plant 
Erigeron carringtoniae Carrington Daisy (ERCA30) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

18 Plant 
Erigeron kachinensis Kachina Daisy (ERKA)* 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Recommended 
N/A 

19 Plant Erigeron mancus La Sal Daisy (ERMA9) Recommended N/A Recommended N/A 

20 Plant 
Erigeron 
melanocephalus 

Black-head Fleabane (ERME2) 
Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

21 
Plant Erigeron untermannii 

Uttermann's Daisy/Indian 
Canyon fleabane (ERUN5) ** 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

22 Plant 

Eriogonum corymbosum 
var. revealianum 

Reveal'S Corymbed Wild 
Buckwheat (ERCOR) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

23 Plant 
Festuca dasyclada 

Sedge Fescue/Utah Fescue 
(FEDA) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

24 Plant 
Habenaria zothecina Alcove Bog-orchid (HAZO) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

25 Plant 

Hedysarum occidentale 
var. canone 

Canyon Sweetvetch (HEOCC)* 
Not 
Recommended N/A 

Recommended 
N/A 
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26 Plant 
Hymenoxys acaulis var. 
nana 

Low Woollybase (HYCAN) 
Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

27 Plant 
Hymenoxys helenioides 

Intermountain Bitterweed 
(HYHE) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

28 Plant 
Kobresia simpliciuscula 

Compound Kobresia 
(KOSIA2)** 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

29 Plant 

Lesquerella 
hemiphysaria var. lucens 

Intermountain 
Bladderpod/Range Creek 
Bladderpod (LEHEL) 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

30 Plant 
Lomatium junceum Rush Desert-parsley (LOJU3) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

31 Plant 
Lomatium latilobum 

Canyonlands biscuitroot 
(LOLA4) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

32 Plant 
Lupinus crassus Payson's Lupine (LUCR2) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

33 Plant Oreoxis bakeri Baker's Oreoxis (ORBA) Recommended N/A Recommended N/A 

34 Plant 

Packera dimorphophylla 
var. intermedia 

Different Groundsel/Splitleaf 
Groundsel (PADII4) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

35 Plant 
Paeonia brownii Western Peony (PABR) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

36 Plant 
Penstemon crandallii 
ssp. atratus 

La Sal Penstemon (PECRA) 
Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

37 Plant 
Penstemon lentus var. 
albiflorus 

Handsome Beardtongue 
(PELEA3) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

38 Plant 
Penstemon navajoa Navajo Beardtongue (PENA4)* 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Recommended 
N/A 

39 Plant 
Penstemon tidestromii 

Tidestrom Beardtongue  
(PETI2)** 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

40 Plant 
Phacelia constancei 

Constance's Phacelia 
(PHCO19) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

41 Plant 

Phlox austromontana 
var. lutescens 

Yellowish Phlox (PHAUL) 
Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

42 Plant 

Physaria acutifolia var. 
purpurea 

Sharpleaf Twinpod/Book Cliffs 
Twinpod (PHACP) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

43 Plant 
Podistera eastwoodiae Eastwood's Podistera (POEA)* 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Recommended 
N/A 
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44 Plant 
Pyrola picta 

White-vein 
Wintergreen/Pictureleaf 
Wintergreen (PYPI2) 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

45 Plant 
Ramalina sinensis 

Flatragg / Fan Ramalina 
(RASI60) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

46 Plant 
Salix arizonica Arizona Willow (SAAR14)* 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Recommended 
N/A 

47 Plant 
Sclerocactus wrightiae 

Wright's Fishhook Cactus 
(SCWR) 

Not 
Recommended   

Not 
Recommended   

48 Plant 

Senecio fremontii var. 
inexpectatus 

La Sal Mountains' Groundsel 
(SEFRI)* 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Recommended 
N/A 

49 Plant 
Senecio musiniensis 

Musinea Ragwort/Musinea 
Groundsel (SEMU0)** 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

50 Plant 
Silene petersonii 

Peterson Catchfly/Plateau 
Catchfly (SIPE)** 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

51 Plant 

Townsendia montana 
var. caelilinensis 

Skyline Townsendia (TOMOC) 
Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

52 Plant 

Trautvetteria 
caroliniensis var. 
occidentalis 

Carolina Tassel-rue (TRCAO) 
Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

Not 
Recommended 

N/A 

53 Plant 
Zigadenus vaginatus Sheathed Deathcamus (ZIVA) 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

Not 
Recommended N/A 

 *The Forest recommendations for these species has changed over time due to newly identified BASI and/or additional WO or RO Guidance.  

 

**These species received additional review based on comments provided by the public and/or RO, but are not recommended by the Forest as of March 
27, 2017.  

 
1 These species were not originally identified by the RO for consideration, but due to local concern they were identified by Forest Specialists for review.  
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Appendix J: List of all 25 Non-plant* and 53-plant Potential SCC Species 

Provided to the Forest for Consideration 
*23 species identified by the RO plus 2 additional species identified by the Forest. 

 

NonPlant / 
Plant Species Common Name 

Non-Plant Anaxyrus boreas Boreal Toad 

Non-Plant Bombus occidentalis Western Bumble Bee 

Non-Plant Catostomus discobolus Bluehead Sucker 

Non-Plant Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-grouse 

Non-Plant Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend's Big-eared Bat 

Non-Plant Danaus plexippus pop. 1 Monarch 

Non-Plant Discus shimekii Striate Disc 

Non-Plant Falco peregrinus Peregrine Falcon 

Non-Plant Gulo gulo luscus North American Wolverine 

Non-Plant Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle 

Non-Plant Lepidomeda aliciae Southern Leatherside Chub 

Non-Plant Leucosticte atrata Black Rosy-finch 

Non-Plant Loxia curvirostra Red Crossbill 

Non-Plant Myotis thysanodes Fringed Myotis 

Non-Plant Ochotona princeps American Pika 

Non-Plant Oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus Colorado River Cutthroat Trout 

Non-Plant Oncorhynchus clarkii utah Bonneville Cutthroat Trout 

Non-Plant Oreohelix yavapai Yavapai Mountainsnail 

Non-Plant Plestiodon multivirgatus Many-lined Skink 

Non-Plant Progne subis Purple Martin 

Non-Plant Pyrgulopsis transversa Southern Bonneville Springsnail 

Non-Plant Rana luteiventris Columbia Spotted Frog 

Non-Plant Setophaga graciae  Grace's Warbler 

Non-Plant Sialia mexicana Western Bluebird 

Non-Plant Sweltsa cristata Utah Sallfly 
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Plant Adoxa moschatellina Musk-root (ADMO) 

Plant Allium geyeri var. chatterleyi Geyer's onion (ALGEC) 

Plant 
Androsace chamaejasme ssp. 
carinata 

Sweet-flower Rock-jasmine (ANCHC) 

Plant 

Aquilegia flavescens var. 
rubicunda 

Link Trail Columbine (AQFLR) 

Plant Asclepias ruthiae Ruth's Milkweed (ASRU) 

Plant 
Asplenium septentrionale Northern Spleenwart/Grass-fern (ASSE) 

Plant Astragalus iselyi Isely's Milkvetch (ASIS) 

Plant 

Astragalus missouriensis var. 
amphibolus 

Missouri/Puzzling Milkvetch (ASMIA) 

Plant Astragalus musiniensis Ferron Milkvetch (ASMU3) 

Plant 

Chrysothamnus nauseosus ssp. 
psilocarpus 

Huntington Rabbit brush (CHNAP) 

Plant 
Cryptantha creutzfeldtii Creutzfeldt's Cat's-eye/Creutzfeldt-flower (CRCR8) 

Plant Cryptantha jonesiana Jone's Catseye (CRJO2) 

Plant Cymopterus beckii Pinnate Spring-parsley (CYBE2) 

Plant 
Draba fladnizensis var. pattersonii 

White Arctic Whitlow-grass/Patterson's Draba 
(DRFLP) 

Plant 

Echinocereus triglochidiatus var. 
inermis 

Spineless Hedgehog Cactus (ECTRI) 

Plant Erigeron abajoensis Abajo Daisy (ERAB3) 

Plant Erigeron carringtoniae Carrington Daisy (ERCA30) 

Plant Erigeron kachinensis Kachina Daisy (ERKA) 

Plant Erigeron mancus La Sal Daisy (ERMA9) 

Plant Erigeron melanocephalus Black-head Fleabane (ERME2) 

Plant Erigeron untermannii 
Uttermann's Daisy/Indian Canyon fleabane 
(ERUN5)  

Plant 

Eriogonum corymbosum var. 
revealianum 

Reveal'S Corymbed Wild Buckwheat (ERCOR) 

Plant Festuca dasyclada Sedge Fescue/Utah Fescue (FEDA) 

Plant Habenaria zothecina Alcove Bog-orchid (HAZO) 

Plant 

Hedysarum occidentale var. 
canone 

Canyon Sweetvetch (HEOCC) 

Plant Hymenoxys acaulis var. nana Low Woollybase (HYCAN) 

Plant Hymenoxys helenioides Intermountain Bitterweed (HYHE) 

Plant Kobresia simpliciuscula Compound Kobresia (KOSIA2) 

Plant 

Lesquerella hemiphysaria var. 
lucens 

Intermountain Bladderpod/Range Creek 
Bladderpod (LEHEL) 

Plant Lomatium junceum Rush Desert-parsley (LOJU3) 

Plant Lomatium latilobum Canyonlands biscuitroot (LOLA4) 
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Plant Lupinus crassus Payson's Lupine (LUCR2) 

Plant Oreoxis bakeri Baker's Oreoxis (ORBA) 

Plant 

Packera dimorphophylla var. 
intermedia 

Different Groundsel/Splitleaf Groundsel (PADII4) 

Plant Paeonia brownii Western Peony (PABR) 

Plant 
Penstemon crandallii ssp. atratus La Sal Penstemon (PECRA) 

Plant Penstemon lentus var. albiflorus Handsome Beardtongue (PELEA3) 

Plant Penstemon navajoa Navajo Beardtongue (PENA4) 

Plant Penstemon tidestromii Tidestrom Beardtongue  (PETI2) 

Plant Phacelia constancei Constance's Phacelia (PHCO19) 

Plant 

Phlox austromontana var. 
lutescens 

Yellowish Phlox (PHAUL) 

Plant 
Physaria acutifolia var. purpurea Sharpleaf Twinpod/Book Cliffs Twinpod (PHACP) 

Plant Podistera eastwoodiae Eastwood's Podistera (POEA) 

Plant 
Pyrola picta 

White-vein Wintergreen/Pictureleaf Wintergreen 
(PYPI2) 

Plant Ramalina sinensis Flatragg / Fan Ramalina (RASI60) 

Plant Salix arizonica Arizona Willow (SAAR14) 

Plant Sclerocactus wrightiae Wright's Fishhook Cactus (SCWR) 

Plant 

Senecio fremontii var. 
inexpectatus 

La Sal Mountains' Groundsel (SEFRI) 

Plant 
Senecio musiniensis Musinea Ragwort/Musinea Groundsel (SEMU0) 

Plant 
Silene petersonii Peterson Catchfly/Plateau Catchfly (SIPE) 

Plant 

Townsendia montana var. 
caelilinensis 

Skyline Townsendia (TOMOC) 

Plant 

Trautvetteria caroliniensis var. 
occidentalis 

Carolina Tassel-rue (TRCAO) 

Plant Zigadenus vaginatus Sheathed Deathcamus (ZIVA) 

 


